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I.  Justin  Levitt,  declare  as  follows: 

1 .  The  facts  set  forth  in  this  declaration  are  within  my  personal  knowledge 
and.  if  called  as  a  witness,  I  could  and  would  competently  testify  as  follows, 

2.  I  have  been  retained  by  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action  to.  among  other  things, 
evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  remedies  available  to  the  Court  for  the  City  ot  Santa 
Monica's  v  iolation  of  the  California  Voting  Rights  Act  (**CVRA”)  -  and  for  purposes  of 
this  declaration,  to  assess  alternatives  to  the  current  system  that  improve  Latino  voters' 
opportunity  and  demonstrate  dilution.  The  summary  below  sets  out  my  conclusions 

|  briefly,  and  the  rest  of  this  declaration  explains  them  in  more  detail. 


L  Summary 

3  The  implementation  of  district-based  elections  may  be  effective,  depending 
on  where  district  lines  are  drawn,  in  offering  the  Latino  voters  of  Santa  Monica  a  more 
equitable  opportunity  to  elect  candidates  of  their  choice,  despite  the  absence  ot  a 
majority-Laiino  district.  For  example,  die  district  proposed  by  David  Ely  may  be 
effective  in  giving  Latino  voters  the  equitable  opportunity  to  elect  candidates  ot  their 

choice. 

4.  At-large  remedies  such  as  cumulative  voting  may  also  be  effective  in 
ottering  the  Latino  voters  of  Santa  Monica  a  more  equitable  opportunity  to  elect 
|  candidates  of  their  choice  than  the  current  system.  In  fact,  limited  voting,  cumulative 
voting,  and  ranked-choice  voting  systems  deployed  for  the  seven  seals  ot  the  Santa 
Monica  city  council  all  demonstrate  theoretical  Latino  opportunity  to  elect  candidates  of 
their  choice  without  any  votes  from  non-Latinos.  just  as  the  ability  to  draw  an  illustrative 
majority-Laiino  district  would  demonstrate  such  theoretical  opportunity. 
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IL  Credentials 


5.  I  am  a  Professor  of  Law  at  Loyola  Law  School,  Los  Angeles,  teaching 
constitutional  law,  criminal  procedure,  and  the  law  of  democracy.  Election  law  is  the 
focus  of  my  course  on  the  law  of  democracy,  and  for  more  than  a  decade,  my  primary 
work  has  concerned  the  field  of  election  law  with  particular  focus  on  election 
administration  and  redistricting.  I  have  also  served  as  a  visiting  I  acuity  member  at  the 
Yale  Law  School,  teaching  courses  on  the  law  ol  democracy  and  the  motives  ol  public 
actors:  at  the  USC  Gould  School  of  Law.  teaching  constitutional  law  :  and  at  Caltech, 
teaching  an  introduction  to  law  as  a  system  of  social  ordering.  Most  recently.  I  served  as 
Deputy  Assistant  Attorney  General  in  the  Civil  Rights  Division  ol  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Justice,  under  Attorney  General  Loretta  Lynch,  helping  to  run  the  Division,  and 
supporting  and  supervising  the  Division’s  work  on  voting  rights  and  protections  against 
employment  discrimination. 

6.  1  am  the  author  or  co-author  of  articles  in  both  top-tier  law  reviews  and 
peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Harvard  Law  Review .  the  Yale  Law  Review 
Online .  the  Yale  Law  and  Polity  Review,  the  N.  Y  U.  Law  Review  Online ,  the 
Georgetown  Law  Journal  the  William  <&  Mary  Law  Review .  and  the  Election  Law 
Journal.  1  have  also  authored  multiple  monographs,  including  the  Citizen 's  Guide  to 
Redistricting,  as  well  as  extensive  additional  shorter  research  pieces  and  commentaries 
for  a  more  public  audience. 

7.  I  have  been  invited  to  testify  before  committees  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  the  U.S. 
1  louse  of  Representatives,  the  U.S.  Civil  Rights  Commission,  several  state  legislative 
bodies,  and  both  federal  and  state  courts.  Most  relevant  to  the  instant  case.  I  testified  for 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  first  and  only  case  under  the  CVRA  to  go  to  a  lull  trial  -  Jauregui  v. 
City  of  Palmdale.  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court  Case  No,  BC  483039.  My  testimony  in 
that  case  w  as  cited  by  that  court  in  support  of  its  finding  dial  the  City  of  Palmdale  had 
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violated  the  C  VRA,  My  research  has  also  been  cited  extensively  in  the  media  and  the 

courts,  including  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court. 

8.  I  have  served  in  various  capacities  for  several  presidential  campaigns* 
including  as  the  National  Voter  Protection  Counsel  in  2008.  helping  to  run  an  el  lort 
ensuring  that  tens  of  millions  of  eligible  citizens  could  vote  and  have  those  votes 
counted. 

9.  Before  joining  the  faculty  of  Lovoia  Law  School.  I  was  counsel  at  the 
Brennan  Center  for  Justice  at  NYU  School  of  Law  for  five  years.  My  experience  at  the 
Brennan  Center  is  also  particularly  relevant  here  -  specifically,  among  other  work 
focused  on  equitable  representation  particularly  Tor  underserved  populations,  t  advocated 
for  the  availability  of  cumulative  voting  as  a  remedy  in  Port  Chester.  New  York,  in  the 
federal  Voting  Rights  Act  case  brought  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Justice 
against  the  Village  of  Port  Chester.  I  have  also  worked  as  in-house  counsel  to  the 
country's  largest  independent  voter  registration  and  engagement  operations,  and  at 
several  nonprofit  civil  rights  and  civil  liberties  organizations.  1  have  represented  and 
advised  officials  of  both  major  political  parties,  and  those  whose  partisan  affiliation  l  do 
not  know,  and  1  have  also  represented  individuals  and  organizations  seeking  to  compel 
officials  to  comply  with  their  obligations  under  state  and  federal  law. 

10.  I  serv  ed  as  a  law  clerk  to  the  Honorable  Stephen  Reinhardt  of  the  U.S. 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Ninth  Circuit,  after  graduating  magtta  cum  lattde  from  1  larvard 
University  with  a  law  degree  and  a  masters  degree  in  public  administration.  I  also 
earned  a  bachelor’s  degree  rnagno  cum  la  ink  from  Harvard  College. 

11.  I  now  focus  on  research  and  scholarship,  confronting  the  structure  ol  the 
election  process  while  closely  obsening  and  rigorously  documenting  the  factual 
predicates  of  that  structure.  I  have  analyzed,  in  detail,  Lhe  effect  of  policies  and  laws  that 
contribute  to  the  burdens  on  eligible  citizens  as  they  attempt  to  exercise  the  franchise,  or 
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ihai  limit  their  ability  to  achieve  meaningful  and  equitable  representation  even  when  they 
are  able  to  cast  ballots  successfully.  I  attempt  to  bring  reliable  data  to  bear  on  Lhe  effort 
to  assess  the  nature  and  magnitude  of  the  impact  ot  election  rules  and  representational 
structures.  Sometimes  this  involves  collecting  data  of  my  own;  sometimes  it  involves 
assembling  and  assessing  data  collected  by  others,  evaluating  the  merit  and  weight  of  raw- 
original  sources  and  sophisticated  statistical  analyses. 

1 2.  A  copy  of  my  Curriculum  Vitae,  further  detailing  my  experience  and 

background,  is  attached  as  Exhibit  1. 

111.  Tasks  anti  Sources  Utilized 

1 3.  I  have  been  asked  to  provide  information  regarding  the  remedies  selected 
by  litigants  and  courts  in  cases  brought  under  the  C  VRA  and  the  tedera!  Voting  Rights 
Act  ("FVR.A”), 

1 4.  I  have  also  been  asked  to  evaluate  the  likely  effect iveness  of  various 
remedies  that  may  be  implemented  by  this  Court  pursuant  to  Section  14029  of  the 
CVRA.  particularly  compared  with  the  current  system. 

15.  1  find  that  it  is  impossible  to  accurately  weigh  the  effectiveness  ol  any 
particular  re  metis  to  vote  dilution  without  an  understanding  of  the  demographics  and 
political  realities  of  the  jurisdiction  at  issue.  Therefore,  in  considering  the  effectiveness 
of  various  remedies  to  address  the  City  ot  Santa  Monica  s  violation  ol  the  CVRA.  at  this 
preliminary  stage  of  the  litigation,  1  reviewed  and  relied  upon,  among  other  things,  the 
demographic  data  and  charts  in  the  declaration  ol  Peter  Morrison,  the  maps  and 
demographic  data  prepared  and  gathered  by  David  Ely;  the  precinct-level  election  data 
gathered  by  Mr.  Ely;  and  the  polarization  studies  produced  by  Morgan  Kousscr. 
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|V,  Remedies  Adopted  in  Other  Cases  and  Utilized  in  California  Cities 

1 6.  In  the  course  of  my  work  in  election  law,  I  have  become  familiar  with  the 
remedies  adopted  by  stale  and  federal  courts  to  address  vote  dilution,  as  well  as  the 
remedies  proposed  by  litigants  and  those  adopted  through  settlement  agreements  and 
consent  decrees. 

17.  In  most  CVRA  eases  and  FVRA  cases  targeting  at-large  election  systems, 
the  remedies  ultimately  adopted  by  the  courts  have  included  district -based  elections.  In 
some  FVRA  cases,  at-large  systems  such  as  cumulative  voting  and  limited  voting  have 
been  adopted  where  the  circumstances  warranted  those  remedies. 

18,  Limited  voting  limits  the  number  of  votes  that  a  voter  can  cast  to  fewer  than 
the  number  of  seats  to  be  filled  at  the  election.  For  example,  in  an  election  to  fill  the 
seven  city  council  scats  in  Santa  Monica,  one  limited  voting  system  might  limit  each 
voter  to  voting  for  just  one  candidate;  another  might  limit  each  voter  to  voting  for  two 
candidates;  still  another  might  limit  each  voter  to  voting  for  three,  four,  five  or  six  --  but 
not  seven  —  candidates.  This  limit  allows  the  jurisdiction's  majority  to  win  at  least  one 
scat,  but  prevents  that  same  majority  from  dominating  every  seat  and.  thus,  provides  the 
opportunity  for  a  sufficiently  large  and  cohesive  minority  to  win  a  seat. 

1 9,  Cumulative  voting  operates  differently  but  achieves  die  same  effect: 
recognition  of  a  majority's  preferred  candidates  while  still  making  room  to  seat  the 
preferred  candidate  of  a  sufficiently  large  and  cohesive  minority  .  In  cumulative  voting, 
each  voter  may  cast  as  many  votes  as  there  are  positions  to  be  filled;  a  voter  may  either 
vote  for  one  candidate  for  each  of  the  positions  to  be  filled  or  may  instead  cumulate  Iris  or 
her  votes  behind  those  candidates  he  or  she  prefers  most  intensely.  For  example,  in  an 
election  to  fill  the  seven  city  council  seats  in  Santa  Monica,  a  voter  could  cast  seven  votes 
for  one  candidate;  three  voles  for  one  candidate,  and  four  votes  for  a  second  candidate;  or 
one  vote  for  each  of  seven  candidates  (or  any  other  allocation  of  the  seven  votes). 
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20.  These  alternative  at-large  election  methods  have  been  adopted,  and  have 
been  effective,  tn  dozens  of  jurisdictions.  Limited  voting  has  been  adopted  in  several 
jurisdictions  as  a  pan  of  judgments  and  consent  decrees  in  cases  brought  under  the 
FVRA.  In  Alabama  alone,  limited  voting  systems  have  been  adopted  in  at  least  twenty 
(20)  jurisdictions  to  resolve  FVRA  cases.  See,  e.g.,  Dillard  v.  Town  ol  (  uba,  708  F. 

Supp.  1244.  1245-46  &  n.3  (M.D.  Ala.  1988)  (upholding  settlement  of  vote  dilution 
claims  against  two  towns  that  replaced  at-large  elections  for  town  councils  with  limited 
voting  plans,  and  noting  prior  approvals  ol'limiied  voting  settlements  in  eleven  other 
jurisdictions  and  pending  limited  voting  settlements  in  four  more  jurisdictions);  Judgment 
and  Order  Modifying  Consent  Decree.  United  States  v.  City  of  Calera,  No.  CV-08-BE* 

1 982 -S  (N.D,  Ala.  Oct.  23.  2009)  (approving  a  limited  voting  system  in  a  consent 
decree).  In  a  study  of  fourteen  of  those  municipalities,  in  the  first  election  following  the 
imposition  of  limited  voting,  African-American  candidates  won  election  in  thirteen  of  the 
towns  (and  missed  election  in  the  fourteenth  by  a  single  vote).  In  the  six  towns  where 
these  victories  were  contested,  African-Americans  constituted  10.2%.  14.6%.  23.5%, 
26.3%,  32.2%,  and  38.5%  of  the  population.  See  Richard  L.  Engstrom.  Modified  Multi- 
Seat  Election  Systems  as  Remedies  for  Minority  Vote  Dilution,  2 1  STETSON  L.  Rl-.v,  743, 
758-59  (1992).  Limited  voting  systems  have  also  been  adopted  beyond  Alabama  as  the 
result  of  FVRA  litigation,  including  in  jurisdictions  like  Lake  Park.  Florida,  see  Consent 
Judgment  and  Decree,  United  States  v.  Town  of  Lake  Park.  Fla..  No.  9:09-ev -80507  (S.D. 
Fla.  Oct.  26.  2009):  Bladen  and  Tyrrell  Counties.  North  Carolina,  see  Anita  S.  Earls  et 
al..  Voting  Rights  in  North  Carolina:  1 982-2006.  1 7  S.  CAL,  RLV.  L.  &  Soc.  JUSI .  577, 
607.  630  (2008);  and  Euclid,  Ohio,  see  United  States  v.  Euclid  City  Sck  Bd ..  632  F. 

Supp.  2d  740  (N.D.  Ohio  2009). 

2 1 .  Cumulative  voting  has  also  been  adopted  in  several  jurisdictions  as  part  of 
judgments  and  consent  decrees  in  cases  brought  under  the  FVRA.  In  Texas  alone, 
cumulative  voting  systems  have  heen  adopted  to  enhance  minority  representation 
(particularly  Latino  representation)  in  at  least  forty-seven  (47)  jurisdictions  alter  FVRA 
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lawsuits.  See,  e  g.,  Robert  R.  Bmcbetto  &  Richard  L.  Engstrom.  Cumulative  Voting  and 
Latino  Representation ;  Exit  Surveys  in  Fifteen  Texas  Communities,  78  Soc.  So.  Q.  973, 
974  (1997).  Similarly,  in  just  Alabama,  at  least  five  jurisdictions  have  adopted 
cumulative  voting  as  part  of  settlements  of  FVRA  cases,  and  jd|espite  having  African 
American  populations  that  ranged  from  only  10.3%  to  1 1.9%,  an  African  American  was 
elected  for  the  first  time  to  the  governing  board  in  each  of  these  jurisdictions  under 
cumulative  voting  rules/’  See  Richard  L.  Engstrom.  supra,  at  756-57.  Jurisdictions  in 
Illinois,  New  Mexico,  New  York,  and  South  Dakota,  for  example,  have  similarly  found 
success  in  resolving  FVRA  cases  by  turning  to  cumulative  voting.  See.  e.g..  Banks  v. 

City  of  Peoria,  III.,  No.  2:87-cv-237)  (CD.  Ill.);  Richard  L.  Cole  et  al..  Cumulative 
Voting  in  a  Municipal  Election;  A  Note  on  Voter  Reactions  and  Electoral  Consequences, 
43  WESTERN  Pol..  Q.  191  ( 1 990):  United  States  V.  Village  of  Port  Chester.  704  F.  Supp. 
2d  41 1  (S.D.N.Y.  2010):  Richard  L.  Engstrom  &  Charles  J.  Barrilleaux. Native 
Americans  and  Cumulative  Voting:  The  Sisseton- Wahpeton  Sioux,  72  Soc.  SCI.  Q.  388. 
389(1991). 

22.  Ranked-choiee  voting,  sometimes  called  single  transferable  voting,  is 
another  election  system  that,  when  implemented  in  its  multi-scat  election  form,  combats 
vote  dilution  even  in  an  at-large  jurisdiction.  In  a  ranked-choice  system,  voters  can  rank 
as  many  candidates  as  they  want  in  order  of  their  choice;  the  voter's  single  vote  is 
initially  allocated  to  his/her  most  preferred  candidate  and.  as  the  count  proceeds  and 
candidates  are  either  elected  or  eliminated,  the  votes  for  eliminated  candidates  arc 
transferred  to  other  candidates  according  to  the  voter’s  stated  preferences.  As  with  the 
other  alternative  forms  above,  ranked-choice  voting  in  a  mulii-seat  race  results  in  the 
election  of  a  majority's  preferred  candidates  while  still  making  room  to  seat  the  preferred 
candidate  of  a  sufficiently  large  and  cohesive  minority.  A  form  of  rankcd-choice  voting 
used  for  single-seat  elections  is  more  common  in  local  American  jurisdictions,  including 
in  several  jurisdictions  in  California,  but  ranked-choice  voting  is  currently  used  to  elect 
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multiple  at-large  city  council  members  in  Cambridge.  Massachusetts. 


V*  Effectiveness  of  the  Illustrative  District  Plan  Developed  by  David  Ely 

23.  To  evaluate  the  likely  effectiveness  of  a  district  plan,  specifically  whether 
the  district  plan  is  likely  to  give  a  minority  group  a  more  meaningful  opportunity  to  elect 
candidates  of  its  choice  or  otherwise  influence  the  outcome  ot  elections  than  the  current 

system,  several  factors  should  be  considered. 

24.  First,  the  ethnic  composition  of  the  eligible  electorate  in  each  district  should 
be  considered.  I  lere.  I  understand  that  the  citizen  voting-age  population  in  Mr.  Ely's 
illustrative  District  #1  is  30%  Latino.  Indeed.  Figure  1  in  the  declaration  of  Peter 
Morrison  shows  that  the  Latino  proportion  of  the  electorate  in  Santa  Monica  has 
increased  markedly  and  fairly  consistently,  particularly  from  2008  to  2013  (the  most 
recent  data  in  Mr.  Morrison’s  declaration),  and  the  demographic  indicators  suggest  that 

trend  will  continue,  particularly  in  District  #1. 

25.  Demographics  alone,  however,  do  not  determine  electoral  strength.  I  he 
proportion  of  eligible  voters  necessary  to  alTord  a  minority  group  the  equitable 
i  opportunity  to  elect  its  preferred  candidates  in  a  single-member  district  depends  greatly 
on  the  political  behavior  and  circumstances  of  the  voters  in  that  district.  In  some 
instances,  a  district  will  not  provide  a  reliable  opportunity  to  minority  voters  without  a 
supermajority  of  the  district’s  electorate.  In  other  circumstances,  minority  voters  may 
comprise  less  than  half  of  a  district’s  electorate  and  still  demonstrate  a  reliable 
opportunity  to  elect  candidates  of  their  choice.  Indeed,  the  recognition  that  districted 
systems  mav  improve  a  minority  community  s  ability  to  elect  candidates  of  their  choice 
or  influence  the  outcome  of  those  elections  even  without  drawing  a  majority-minority 
district  appears  to  have  been  a  significant  factor  in  the  enactment  of  the  CVRA. 
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26.  In  assessing  whether  a  particular  district  may  improve  on  the  equitable 
electoral  opportunity  afforded  to  minorities  in  comparison  to  the  current  system,  it  is 
particularly  important  to  consider  the  political  performance  of  the  communities  in  the 
district  in  question.  For  example.  Mr.  Ely  reconstructed  several  elections  involving 
Latino  candidates  for  the  Santa  Monica  City  Council.  I  understand  that  Mr.  Ely 
concludes  that  Maria  Loya.  a  resident  of  District  #1  and  the  preferred  candidate  of  the 
Latino  community,  almost  certainly  received  more  votes  in  illustrative  District  «i  than 
any  other  candidate,  ihough  she  did  not  secure  a  council  seat  in  the  existing  at-large 
|  election  system  in  2004.  In  2016  there  were  two  candidates  residing  in  District  #1 
Terry  O' Day  and  Oscar  do  la  Torre.  Though  Mr.  de  la  Torre  did  not  secure  a  council  seat 
in  the  at-large  election  system  in  2016  and  Mr.  O’ Day  received  the  most  votes  of  any 
candidate  city  wide.  I  understand  that  Mr.  Ely  concludes  dial  Mr.  de  la  lorre,  the 
preferred  candidate  of  the  Latino  community,  almost  certainly  received  more  votes  in 
illustrative  District  #1  than  Mr.  0'Dav.  Moreover,  the  electoral  opportunity  provided  by 
a  district  like  District  #1  may  be  self-reinforcing,  w  ith  a  likelihood  that  turnout  among  the 
minority  population  improves  as  the  community  comes  to  understand  that  it  has  greater 
opportunity  to  elect  candidates  of  choice, 

27,  The  experiences  of  other  Cal  i forma  j imsdictioas  dial  have  recently  adopted 
district-based  elections  as  a  result  of  CVRA  litigation  -  and  jurisdictions  elsewhere  with 
substantia]  minority  populations  also  support  the  view  that  district-based  elections  can 
I  provide  meaningful  equitable  opportunity  for  minority  communities  even  when  those 
communities  do  not  comprise  the  majority  of  a  district  s  electorate.  For  example.  Sergio 
Farias,  a  Latino  candidate,  ran  for  a  seat  on  the  San  Juan  Capistrano  City  Council  in 
2008,  and  came  in  a  distant  sixth  place  (last)  in  an  at-large  election  for  two  seats.  As  a 
result  of  CVRA  litigation,  the  City  of  San  Juan  Capistrano  held  its  first  district-based 
election  in  2016.  1  understand  that  the  district  with  the  highest  concentration  ol  Latinos 
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among  the  electorate  had  a  Latino  citizen  voting-age  population  of  approximately  44%. 
and  an  even  lower  Latino  proportion  of  registered  voters.  Sergio  Farias  prevailed,  and  is 
now  the  Mayor  of  San  Juan  Capistrano. 

VI.  Cumulative  Voting,  Limited  Voting,  and  Ranked-Choice  Voting  Would  Also 
Likely  Improve  Santa  Monica  Latinos'  Opportunity  to  Elect  Their  Preferred 

Candidates. 

28.  Distinct  from  the  actual  electoral  performance  that  is  the  tbcus  of  CVRA 
liability,  FVRA  liability  sets  an  additional  threshold.  The  FVRA  requires  plaintiffs  to 
show  that  they  can  draw  an  illustrative  majority-minority  district,  to  demonstrate  that  the 
minority  group  could  win  elections  without  any  votes  from  others,  under  a  set  oi 
theoretical  assumptions  including  perfect  cohesion  and  equal  turnout. 

29.  With  alternative  systems  like  cumulative  voting,  limited  voting,  or  ranked- 
ehoice  voting,  sufficiently  sizable  minority  groups  in  an  at-large  multi-member 
jurisdiction  can  similarly  demonstrate  that  they,  loo.  could  win  elections  without  any 
votes  from  others,  under  die  same  set  of  theoretical  assumptions.  And  in  any  multi- 
member  jurisdiction,  the  necessary  size  of  the  group  is  far  smaller  than  fifty  percent. 

30.  The  theoretical  size  threshold  for  minority  group  electoral  opportunity  tn 
alternative  at-large  remedies  like  cumulative  voting,  limited  voting,  and  ranked-choice 
voting  is  known  as  the  "threshold  of  exclusion,”  If  the  minority  group’s  citizen  voting- 
age  population  within  a  jurisdiction  exceeds  the  threshold  of  exclusion,  then  alternative 

,  at-large  remedies  like  cumulative  voting,  limited  voting,  and  ranked-choice  voting  may 
give  that  minority  community  the  ability  to  elect  candidates  oi  their  choice,  even  with  no 
assistance  from  the  majority  group. 
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31,  The  threshold  of  exclusion  is  essentially  the  size  of  the  cohesive  voting 
population  necessary  for  the  minority  to  win  a  seal  in  an  election  under  the  most  adverse 
conditions,  with  a  full  slate  of  opposing  candidates  and  even  member  of  the  opposed 
voting  bloc  voting  strategically.  The  threshold  of  exclusion  applicable  to  cumulative 
voting  and  ranked-choiee  voting  depends  only  on  the  number  of  seats  to  he  tilled,  and  is 
calculated  by  the  following  equation:  l/fl-’-N).  where  N  is  the  number  of  seats.  As  the 
number  of  seats  available  in  a  single  election  is  increased,  the  threshold  ol  exclusion 
decreases.  For  example,  where  there  are  seven  seats  to  be  tilled  -  the  number  of  seats  on 
Santa  Monica's  city  council  —  then  N=7,  and  the  threshold  of  exclusion  is  l/{I+7).  or 
12.5%.  Thai  is.  under  cumulative  voting  or  ranked-ehoice  voting,  any  cohesive  voting 
bloc  with  more  than  12.5%  of  the  total  votes  w  ill  necessarily  win  one  of  the  seats  in  a 
seven-seat  election. 

32,  The  threshold  of  exclusion  applicable  to  limited  voting  depends  not  only  on 
Lhe  number  of  seats  to  be  tilled,  but  the  number  of  votes  that  a  voter  may  cast.  The 
threshold  is  calculated  by  the  follow  ing  equation:  V/(V+N).  where  V  is  the  number  ot 
votes  a  voter  tnav  cast  and  N  is  the  number  of  seats  to  be  tilled.  Where  there  are  seven 
seats  to  be  filled  —  the  size  of  Santa  Monica's  city  council  -  and  each  voter  is  limited  to 
one  vote,  then  N=7  and  V- 1 ,  and  the  threshold  of  exclusion  is  the  same  as  with 
cumulative  voting:  1/(1 +7),  or  12.5%.  Any  group  with  more  than  12.5%  of  the  vote 
would  be  guaranteed  to  win  a  scat, 

33,  In  any  of  these  alternative  voting  systems  —  limited  voting,  cumulative 
voting,  and  ranked  choice  voting  —  as  the  number  of  seals  available  in  a  single  election 
increases,  the  threshold  of  exclusion  decreases.  Courts  have,  accordingly,  recognized 
that  setting  simultaneous  elections  for  all  of  a  jurisdiction's  elected  officials  presents 
increased  opportunity  for  cohesive  minorities.  For  example,  in  United  States  v.  Village  of 
Port  Chester ;  704  F.  Supp.  2d  41 1  (S.D.N.Y.  2010).  the  court  approved  a  cumulative 
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voting  remedy  for  an  FVRA  violation  after  explicitly  noting  that  all  six  of  the  governing 
board's  seats  would  be  elected  at  the  same  time  in  order  to  reduce  the  threshold  of 
exclusion,  id.  at  444,  447. 450-51  (‘The  Supreme  Court  has  recognized  that  staggered 
elections  may  enhance  the  discriminatory  effect  of  certain  voting  systems  ...  The  Village 
ol  Port  Chester  proposes  an  at-large,  cumulative  voting  scheme  with  the  elimination  of 
staggered  terms."):  see  also  Brischetto  &  Engstrom,  supra,  at  988-89. 

34.  In  his  declaration.  Mr.  Morrison  states  that  Latinos  comprise  1 3.2%  of  the 
citizen  voting-age  population  of  Santa  Monica.  (More  precisely,  he  states  that  Latino 
eligible  voters  “presently  account  for  13.2%.  Elsewhere  in  his  declaration,  he  appears  to 
use  the  5-year  aggregation  of  American  Community  Survey  data  from  2011-2015  to 
identify  citizen  voting-age  population  as  of  2013;  it  is  not  clear  whether  his  citation  of 
1 3.2%  is  based  on  20 1 1  -20 1 5  data,  or  more  recent  data.  Because  the  choice  does  not 
alter  my  conclusion  in  this  paragraph.  J  adopt  the  13.2%  figure,  while  understanding  that 
il  it  represents  201  1-201  5  figures,  that  proportion  will  likely  have  increased  h\  now.) 
Given  Santa  Monica's  seven-seat  city  council.  13.2%  exceeds  the  threshold  of  exclusion 
lor  cumulative  voting,  limited  voting  (with  one  vote),  or  ranked- choke  voting;  any  group 
ol  voters  larger  than  13.2%  of  the  total  would  be  guaranteed  at  least  one  seat  in  a  seven- 
seat  election.  Under  the  same  conditions  used  by  the  PVR  A  to  demonstrate  opportunity. 
Latino  voters  in  Santa  Monica  using  either  cumulative  voting,  limited  voting,  or  ranked- 
choice  voting  could  elect  candidates  of  their  choice  even  without  any  help  from  non- 
Latino  voters. 
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1  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  that  the 
foregoing  is  true  and  correct. 

1'xecutod  on  this  241h  day  of  May  20 1 8  at  Los  Angeles.  California. 


^  Justin  Leviu 
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I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the  laws  of  the  Slate  ot  California  that  the 


lore  going  is  true  and  eorrecl. 

Executed  on  this  24lli  day  of  May  20 18  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 
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1  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  that  the 
foregoing  is  true  and  correct. 

Executed  on  this  24lh  day  of  May  20 1 8  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 


Justin  Levitt 
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Caudell-Fcagan  eds.,  2008). 

A  Citizen’s  Guide  to  ftH)BTR1cnN<3  (1st  ed..  Brennan  Center  for  Justice  2008). 
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l',S.  Senate:  From  Selma  to  Shelby  County;  Working  Together  to  Restore  the  Protections  of  the 
Voting  Rights  Act :  Hearing  Before  the  S,  Comm,  on  Judiciary*,  1 1 3th  Cong,  duly  1 7,  2013) 
(video,  statement). 

U.S.  Senate;  New  State  Voting  Laws:  Barriers  to  the  Ballot ?:  Hearing  Before  the S.  Comm,  on 
Judiciary,  Subcomm.  on  Constitution,  Civil  Rights  <£  Human  Rights,  1 12th  Cong.  (Sept.  8. 
2011)  (  video,  statement). 

U.S.  Senate:  In  Person  Voter  Fraud:  Myth  and  Trigger  for  Disenfranchisement  ?;  Hearing  Before 
the  S.  Comm  on  Rales  <fi  Admin..  1 1 Oth  Cong.  (Mar.  12.  2008)  (transcript.  statement). 

U.S.  Senate:  Protecting  Voters  at  Home  and  at  the  Polls;  Limiting  Abusive  Robocails  and  Vote 
Caging  Practices:  Hearing  Before  the  S.  Comm,  on  Rules  Admin.,  1 1 0th  Cong.  (Feb. 

27,  2008)  (statement). 

U.S.  C'omm'n  on  Civil  Rights:  Redistricting  and  the  2UIU  Census:  Enforcing  Section  5  of  the 
VRA:  Hearing  Before  the  U.S.  Comm  o  on  Civil  Rights  (Feb  3.  2012)  (statement). 

U.S.  (’miim’ri  on  Civil  Rights  (Alaska  Advisory  Comm.):  Alaska  Native  Voting  Rights :  Hearing 
Before  the  Alaska  Advisory  Comm,  to  the  U.S.  Comm  n  on  Civil  Rights  (Aug.  23.  2017). 

U.S.  Census  Bureau.:  Comment  on  Census  Residence  Rule  and  Residence  Situations:  People  in 
Correctional  Facilities,  July  20.  2015.  response  to  80  Fed.  Reg.  28.950  <  May  20,  2015). 

Fed,  Court:  Democratic  National  Committee  v.  Republican  National  Committee.  No.  81-3876 
(D.NJ.  May  6,  2009)  (opinion). 

State  Court:  Jauregui  v.  Palmdale,  No.  BC’483039  (Cal.  Super.  Ct.T  Los  Angeles  County  May 
2013). 

III.  Senate:  Proposals  for  Changing  the  Current  Redlstrieting  Process  in  Illinois:  Hearing 
Before  the  $.  Redistriciing  Comm..  96th  Leg,  (111.  Oct,  1 3,  2009)  (statement ). 
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TESTIMONY  (continued) 

Ind.  Joint  Comm:  Hearing  Before  the  Interim  Study  Comm,  on  Redistricting,  1 17th  Gen. 

Assem.  (Ind.  Oct.  7,  201  I );  Hearing  Before  the  Census  Data  Advisory  Committee .  1 1 6th 
Leg.  (Ind,  Sept.  29.  2009)  (statement). 

Mich.  House:  Hearing  on  11.  B .  5914  Before  the  H.  Judiciary  Comm  .  95th  Leg.  I  Mich,  Apr.  13, 
2010)  (with  Myma  Perez)  (statement). 

Ncv.  Joint  Comm.  National  Overview  of  Reapportionment  and  Redistricting:  J.  Meeting  Assemb. 
Comm .  Legis.  Operations  A  Elections  df  S.  Comm.  Legis.  Operations  &  Elections,  76th  Reg. 
Scss.  (Nev.  Mar.  10.  20!  I)  I  presentation ). 

N.V'.  Assembly:  Redistricting:  Hearing  on  A. 624.  A. 2056,  and  A.  6287-a  Before  Assemh.  Standing 
Comm,  on  Gov  t  Operations  (N.Y,  Oct.  17,  2006)  (with  Kahiil  Williams)  (statement) 

Ore.  Joint  Cumin.:  Communities  oj  Interest:  An  Overview  oj  the  Law:  Hearing  Before  the  S.  Comm .  on 
Redistricting  A  the  H.  Conan,  on  Redistricting  (Ore.  l-’eb.  25,  201 1 };  What  is  Redix fritting?  A 
Citizen's  Guide  to  Redistricting:  Hearing  Before  the  S.  Conan  on  Redistricting  A  the  H  Comm, 
on  Redistricting  (Ore.  Feb.  4.  2011)  ( audio). . 

Tex.  House:  Hearing  on  S  B.  14  Before  the  H.  Select  Comm,  on  Voter  Identification  and  Voter 
Fraud.  82d  Leg.  (Tex.  Mar.  1.  201 1)  (video  %  4:47:00);  Hearing  on  S  B  562  Before  the  H. 
Comm,  on  Elections,  8 1st  Leg.  (Tex.  Apr.  6,  2009)  (video  @  2:29:00,  statement):  Hearing 
Before  the  H.  Comm,  on  Elections,  80th  Leg.  (Tex.  Jan.  25.  2008)  (video  @  3:26:40). 

Wash.  Joint  Comm.:  Hearing  on  Issues  Involving  Potential  Litigation  Over  State  Voting  Rights 
Acts  Before  the  S.  Gov  'rat  Ops.  Comm.  A  the  L.  &  Justice  Comm.  (Wash.  May  7,  20  J  5), 

Wis.  Join!  Comm.:  Hearing  on  A  B  895  and  892 \  and  S.B.  640  and  645,  Before  the  Ass.  Comm,  on 
Elections  it  Campaign  Reform  A  the  S.  Comm,  on  Labor,  Elections  A  Urban  Affairs  (Wis. 
Mar,  3 1 . 20 1 0)  (statement). 

L.A.  County:  Report  on  the  Legal  Standards  Pertaining  to  the  Los  Angeles  County  Redistricting 
Process:  Hearing  Before  the  L.A.  County  Board ef Supervisors  (L.A.  County  Aug.  9,  201 1 ) 
(video). 


City  of  Dallas:  Hearing  Before  the  Dallas  Charter  Review  Comm  n  re  Redistricting  { Dallas,  Mar. 

25.  2014)  (video). 
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SELECTED  PRESENTATIONS 


Panelist.  Vising  Rights  Institute,  ACS  2017  National  Convention.  Washington,  DC  (June  20!  7). 

Keynote  Speaker.  Leei.datttres.  Courts  qnd_  Voting  Rights  Deyehipnients  sin iv  the  2(H5  Shelby 
County  v.  Holder  Decision.  U.  Pittsburgh  School  of  Law,  Pittsburgh,  PA  (Apr,  2017). 

Keynote  Speaker,  The  Future  of  National  Election  am[  Political  Reform  Efforts,  The  Future  of 
Democracy,  Election  LawfaBoalt,  Berkeley  Law  School.  Berkeley,  CA  (Apr.  2017), 

Participant,  Political  Parties  and  Republican  Government,  Liberty  Fund  Colloquium,  Cato 
Institute,  Washington.  DC  (Apr.  2017). 

Panelist,  The  Supreme  Court  and  2020  Round,  William  &  Mary  Law  Review  2020  Rcdi striding 
Symposium,  William  &  Mary  Law  School,  Williamsburg,  VA  (Feb.  2017). 

Panelist,  Voting  Rights  and  the  Unfinished  Business  of  Selma.  Equal  Justice  Under  Law  Celebrating 
the  Legacy  of  Judge  Constance  Baker  Motley,  Just  the  Beginning  -  A  Pipeline  Organization, 
New  York,  NY  (Sept.  2016). 

Presenter,  Vote  As  If  Your  Life  Depends  on  it,  NDRN  2016  P&A/CAP  Annual  Conference.  Baltimore, 
MD  (June 2016). 


Panelist,  Voting  Rights  Institute,  ACS  2016  National  Convention.  Washington,  DC  (June  2016). 

Opening  Remarks,  Summit  on  Language  Access  in  Elec  lions.  Election  Assistance  Commission,  College 
Park,  MD  (June  2016), 


Panelist.  Government  Plenary ,  ABA  Section  of  Labor  and  Employment  Law.  National  Conference  on 
Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Law.  Austin.  TX  (Mar.  2016). 


Opening  Remarks,  Securin':  [he  If/ectton  i_n  the 2 ! '  Century,  Flection  Verification  Network  Conference. 
Washington.  DC  (Mar.  2016}. 


Panelist,  Protecting  Voters  and  Best  Practices  for  State,  County,  and  Local  Officials.  Roundtable,  Joint 
Center  for  Political  and  Economic  Studies.  GW  Law.  Washington,  DC  (Dee.  2UI5). 


Panelist,  Ensuring  Fair  Elections  50  Years  After  the  Voting,  Rights  Act.  U.  Conn.  School  of  Law, 
Hartford,  CT  (Nov.  2015). 

Panelist.  The  Voting  Rights  Act  —  50  Years  Later,  Southern  District  of  California  Judicial 
Conference:  Is  Justice  Blind?,  Temecula,  CA  (Mar.  2015). 

Panelist.  Closing  Plenary,  Lapkins  Forward  to  an  Expanded  Electorate,  future  of  California 
Elections  20 1 5  Conference.  Sacramento.  CA  (Feb.  2015), 
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SELECTED  PRESENTATION'S  {continued) _ _ _ 

Panelist  The  \  'ot}nn  Rights  -Cv  at  Mi:  The  Fjqsj,  Pr esent,  and  Finnic  of  the  Ri\jht  to  l  me.  LSL'  Law 
Center.  Baton  Rouge,  LA  (Jan.  2015). 

Guest  Lecture.  Legislative  and  Administrative  Testimony.  Brennan  1  enter  Public:  Policy  Ailvacai-v 
Clinic.  NYU  School  of  Law.  New  York,  NY  (Nov.  2014), 

Panelist,  Gal  ID?  Rcvem  Trends  in  Voter  Identification  Requirements,  2014  U.S.  Election  Program, 
International  Foundation  for  Electoral  Systems,  Washington.  DC  (Nov.  2014). 

Kickoff  Speaker,  American  Constitution  Society  -  Inaugural  SoCal  Regional  Conference, 
Southwestern  Law  School,  Los  Angeles.  CA  (Oct.  2014). 

Presenter,  Voting  Rights  in  the  2014  Elections,  Federal  Bar  Association  —  Inland  Empire  Chapter, 
Riverside, C A  (Oct. 2014), 

Presenter.  U.S.  Redistricting,  in  Texas  and  Beyond.  Workshop  Derecho  Electoral  Comparado, 

Tribunal  Electoral  del  Poder  Judicial  de  ta  Federation.  Mexico  City.  Mexico  (Sept.  2014). 

Panelist,  '/Vic  End  of  Political  { lerrvmandenn  g  ? .  National  Constitution  Center,  Philadelphia,  PA 
(May  2014). 

Presenter.  Democracy  Held  Captive:  Felon  Voting  Rights  and  Prison-Based  Gerrymandering ,  44th 
Annua!  Cal  State  Fullerton  Philosophy  Symposium.  Rethinking  Mass  hicartrrniinn:  Gender, 
Race,  and  the  Prison  Industrial  Complex,  Cal.  State  University.  Fullerton,  CA  (Apr.  2014). 

Presenter.  The  Partisanship  Spectnim.  Ttw  Jurisprudence  oi  [  oting  Rigliis.  Midwest  Political 
Science  Association,  Chicago,  IL  (Apr.  2014). 

Panelist,  Voting  Rights  Post-Shclhv:  A  Perspective  One  YearQul .  American  Constitution  Society, 
Georgetown  University  Law  Center,  Washington.  DC  (Apr.  2014). 

Presenter,  The  Partisanship  Spectrum ,  Eicdions.  i.tne  &  Democracy,  Southern  California  Law  and 
Social  Science  Forum,  Whittier  Law  School,  Costa  Mesa.  CA  (Mar.  2014). 

Presenter.  40  Years  alter  Watergate  and  4  Years  after  Citizens  United.  American  Constitution 
Society,  Southwestern  Law  School,  Los  Angeles.  CA  (Mar.  2014), 

Panelist,  Voting  Rights:  Challenges  gad  Opportunities  for  Cause  Lawyers  in  the  2_[st  C  c/tnio .  2014 
La  Vcme  Law  Review  Symposium,  Brown  v.  Board  of  Education  at  60:  Cause  Lawyering 
for  a  New  Generation.  University  of  La  Vcme  College  of  Law.  La  Vcme,  CA  (Feb.  2014). 

Panelist,  Hus  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  Kilted  California's  Initiative  Process  or  Helped 
Check  Its  A huses?.  Federalist  Society  2014  Annual  Western  Chapters  Conference.  Ronald 
Reagan  Presidential  Library,  St  mi  Valley.  CA  (Jan.  2014) 
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SELECTED  PRESENTATIONS  (continued) _ _ _  _ _ _ 

Part  icipant.  Scholars  ’  Convening  ah  Voting  Rights,  George  Washington  University  School  ot  Law, 
Washington,  DC  (Dec,  201 3). 

Participant,  Redistricting  2020 :  Preparing  for  Action.  Pew  Charitable  1  mats.  Washington,  DC 
(Dec.  2013), 

Panelist,  What  ‘s  at  Stake  for  Immigrant  i  onmumties  ami  Other  i  ommimiiics  o}  Color jn  the 

tint itr  Over  Vatin*  Rivhts,  2013  Advancing  Justice  Conference,  Los  Angeles,  CA  (Nov, 
2013). 

Panelist,  Shelby  County  v.  Holder'  Election  Lm v’s  Impact  on  the  Asian  Pacific  American 
Community,  U.C.  Irvine  School  ot  Law,  Irvine,  C  A  iNov,  201 3}, 

Speaker.  Exploring  the  Post-Shelby  Voting  Rights  Act  Framework,  American  Constitution  Society, 
UCLA.  Los  Angeles.  CA  {Oct.  2013). 

£p,».*k«r.  The  Future  of  lot  in  e  Rights  alter  Shelbv  Countv  v.  Holder.  Public  Policy  Lecture  Series. 
Reed  College,  Portland,  OR  (Oct.  2013). 

Presenter.  The  Partisanship  Spectrum,  junior  Faculty  Workshop.  University  ot  t  oronto  School  ol 
Law.  Toronto,  Canada  (Oct.  2013), 

Speaker.  Voting  Rights  After  Shelbv  County  v  Ho1djni_^iLNi»^  American  Constitution 
Society,  University  of  Verne  College  of  Law,  La  Verne,  CA  (Oct.  2013). 

Presenter.  The  Partisanship  Spectrum,  Fall  2013  Southern  California  Junior  Faculty  Workshop, 
Southwestern  Law  School,  Los  Angeles,  CA  (Sept.  2013). 

Panelist,  lone  Voting  Lines  -  Cause s  and  Cures  ami  Prccincj  Manage  mein.  National  Assn  of 
State  Election  Directors  Summer  Meeting.  Anchorage,  AK  (July  2013). 

Panelist,  How  to  Fix  That:  Modernizing  Our  Elections,  NetrootS  Nation  20 1 3,  San  Jose,  t  A  (June 
2013). 

Panelist,  Campaign  Finance  After  Chinas  United.  Federalist  Society,  Yale  Law  School.  New 
Haven,  CT  (Apr,  2013), 

Panelist,  Politics,  Disease  Prevention,  and  the  Poliing  Place:  Lessons  from  Vote  <£  Vax,  t  Union 
Global  Initiative  U„  Washington  University  in  St.  Louis,  St.  Louis,  MO  (Apr.  2013), 

Symposium  Participant.  The  Voting  Warn  Election  Dav  and  Bevond.  University  of  Virginia 
School  of  Law,  Charlottesville,  VA  (Mar,  2013). 
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SELECTED  PRESENTATIONS  (continued) _ _ 

Speaker,  Gerrymandering,  Voter  Suppression,  ami  the  Voting  Rights  Act,  Rogers  School  of  Law 
Tucson.  AZ  (Mar.  2013). 

Panelist.  The  Future  of  the  Voting  Rights  Act,  Yale  Law  School,  New  Haven,  Cl*  (Mar.  2013). 

Pari  el  is  l,  I  oting  Rights  at  Large  and  at  Smalt:  Perspectives  on  Local  Election  Administration  and 
flow  People  Really  Vote,  RcbLaw  2013,  Yale  Law  School,  New  Haven,  CT  (Feb,  2013). 

Speaker.  The  Ctdijontia  Vetting  Rights  Act,  City  of  Anaheim,  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  on 
Flections  and  Community  Involvement,  Anaheim, CA  (Dec.  2012)  (video). 

Panelist,  Law  ami  Dettioc  run  ,1  Symposium  on  the  Law  Governing  Our  Democratic  Process.  George 
Washington  University  School  of  Law,  Washington.  DC  (Nov,  2012). 

Panelist,  American  Ideal:  The  Right  to  Vote,  Beverly  Hills  Bar  A&s'n,  [.os  Angeles.  CA  (Ocl.  2012). 

PancIish  ToVam.  tK  AVtf  to  Vote:  Turnout  Challenge*  lor  >012.  Pat  Brown  Institute  of  Public  Affairs. 
Los  Angeles,  C A  (Sept,  2012). 

Speaker.  The  Initiative  Process  and  Constitutional  Change,  U.  Minnesota  School  of  Law, 
Minneapolis.  MN  (Sept.  2012). 

Panelist,  Are  He  Ready  to  Run  Our  Elections'^  Bipartisan  Policy  Center  Humphrey  School  of  Public 
Policy,  Washington,  DC  (Sept.  2012). 

Panelist,  Foxes,  Henhouses,  and  (  omnnssionx:  Assessing  the  Nonpartisan  Model  in  Election 

Administration,  Redistricting,  and  Campaign  Finance.  U.C,  [rvine  School  of  Law,  Irvine  CA 
(Sept,  2012). 

Moderator.  From  Austin  to  Albany!  Be districting  in  Texan  md  New  York  in  20W  and  Rgdjstricting 
Nin  Legal  Panel-  2012  NCSL  Legislative  Summit .  Chicago,  (L  (Aug.  20 J  2). 

Moderator,  Wlntt  \  ut  Stakes  Examining  Voting  Rights  in  the  21“  Century.  2012  ACS  National 
Convention:  Democracy  at  Stake,  Washington,  DC  (June  20 1 2). 

Panelist,  Redixt riding  Litigation.  Federalist  Society  Civil  Rights  Practice  Group  Podcast  (  Apr.  2012). 

Speaker.  Voting  ID  Laws:  Integrity  at  the  Ballot  Box?,  American  Constitution  Society,  UCLA 
Law  School,  Los  Angeles,  CA  (Apr.  2012). 

Presenter,  Municipal  Redistricling  and  Minority  Representation:  Democracy  Outside  the  Box. 

The  Politics  of  Race  and  Place  Workshop.  U.C.  San  Diego  (Feb.  2012), 
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SELECTED  PRESENTATIONS  (continued)  _ _ _ _ 

Panelist,  Blocking  the  Vote:  Voter  Suppression  Tactics  anti  Responses  an  the  Eve  of  the  2012 
Elections,  NAACP  LDF  Civil  Rights  Training  Institute,  Airlie  Conference  Center. 
Warrenton,  VA  (Oct.  201 1), 

Panelist,  A  linm;  \cn  World f  (  nhiamiti  \  fteJimrictitts  Expcrimeni,  Institute  of  Governmental 
Studies.  U,C.  Berkeley',  Berkeley,  CA  (Sept.  2011). 


Panelist,  Redistricting  Roundtable:  Law  and  Politics  in  the  New  Decade.  20 1 1  American 
Political  Science  Association  Annual  Meeting,  Seattle.  WA  (Sept,  2011). 

Presenter,  Election  Errors  and  the  Dynamic  Nature  of  Materiality,  SEALS  Conference,  Hilton 
Head,  SC  (July  2011). 

Speaker,  Emerging/Unresolved  Issues  in  Case  Law.  Reamortionmynt  end  Rcdismctmg  in  Idaho 
and  the  W 'est.  Boise  Slate  University,  Boise.  ID  (Apr  2011). 

Discussant,  EligMMx.  la  Hitxh  v-  Gore  !0  Ycars  ^d£r,  University  of  Cali  fornia- Irvine, 

Laguna  Beach,  CA  (Apr.  201 1), 

Speaker.  Pedis  tnc  tint;  !0i:  Whai  You  Need  to  A  non’  to  Get  Involved.  Arizona  State  University. 
Phoenix.  AZ  (Apr,  2011). 

Discussant,  Citizen  Competence  tn  Direct  Democracy.  201 1  Midwest  Political  Science 
Association  Annual  Meeting,  Chicago.  !L  (Mar.  2011). 

Panelist,  Citizens  United:  One  )ftlL  Later,  American  Constitution  Society.  UCLA  Law  School 
(Mar.  2011), 

Panelist,  Partisan  Gerrymandering  The  Legal  Limitations  and  Lack  Thereof.  Nt  St.  National 
Redistricting  Seminar,  National  Harbor,  MD  (Jan.  201 1 ), 

Kickoff  Speaker  Redistrictintf  Basics  and  Tcinuiudosz\\  NCSL  National  Redistricting  Seminar. 
National  Harbor.  MD  (Jan.  2011). 

Speaker.  Redistrictinu  l  iff:  ixgjil  i'oncents  That  Apply  to  the  HvirA  ot  Luiijot  nin  s  (  itizcns 
Redistrictin tr  Commission,  California  State  Auditor,  Sacramento,  CA  (Dec.  -01 0). 

Panelist.  Registration  and  Eligibility  Issues,  Pew  Pre-Election  Journalists'  Forum.  San  Francisco, 
CA  (Oct.  2010), 

Panelist,  Redistricting  Decisions  of  the  Last  Decade,  NCSL  National  Red  is  trie  ting  Seminar, 
Providence,  R1  (Sept.  2010). 

Guest  Lecture.  The  Voting  Eights  Act  and  Election  Administration.  University  of  Chicago  School  of 
Law.  Chicago.  IL(May  2010). 
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SELECTED  PKESFM  ATIQNS  (continued) 


Panelist,  Symposium  2010  -  Helping  America  Vote:  The  Past.  Present,  and  Future  of  Election 

Administration,  NYU  Journal  of  Legislation  and  Public  Policy*  NYU  School  of  Law  New 
York.  NY  (Mar.  2010). 


Speaker,  Pi-da  trie  ting  fJ)J_  Legtd  f  oncein.s  Thaj  Apply  to  the  Hark  aft  nlitomto  \  Citizens 

MwrirtfiifCfBHHmi).  California  State  Auditor.  Applicant  Review  Panel,  Sacramento 
LA  (Feb.  2010). 

Panelist,  The  State  Legislature  and  the  State  Constitution.  Focus  on  the  Legislature:  Reform  and 

Jtenprgj,  New  Vork  State  Bar  Association,  Comm,  on  Attorneys  in  Public  Service  New 
York,  NY  (Jan.  2010). 


Speaker,  Redistricmg:  Embracing  Lines  in  the  Public  Interest.  Women  in  Government,  16th  Annual 
Stale  Directors'  Conference.  Dana  Point.  CA  (Jan.  2010), 

Speaker,  Hat  Vpling  Rights  lames  torMumciualities:  Pre-Iuataiinn  Use  ttf  Alternative  Voting, 

System  tmd  Redistrir.ting  Consequences  oflncaneratiun.  International  Municipal  Lawyers 

Association,  Columbia,  SC  (Dec.  2009). 


Speaker.  Redistnctmg  UlL  An  Overview  and  a  Timeline  far  Sttceess.  National  Conference  of 
State  Legislatures.  Chicago.  IL  (Oct.  2009). 

Speaker,  Census  20  Ph  Be  Cougjetj  Be  Heard,  National  Latino/a  Law  Students'  Conference 
Chicago,  TL  (Sept.  2009). 

Panelist '..Repairing  our  Democracy:  Voter  Registration  Modernization  and  other  Solutions, 
Netrools  Nation,  Pittsburgh,  PA  (Aug.  2009). 

Speaker.  Rcdistricttng  and  the  Census.  National  Civic  Summit.  Minneapolis.  MN  (July  2009). 

Speaker,  Political  Participation:  Problems  and  Promise.  American  Constitution  Society  UCLA 
School  of  Law,  Los  Angeles,  CA  (Feb.  2008). 

Panelist,  l  an  Legislation  Bring  Democracy  to  America's  Capital?,  American  Constitution 
Society,  Columbia  law  School,  New  York,  NY  (Feb.  2007). 

Discussant,  Making  Ever y  Vote  Count:  Federal  Election  Legislation  in  the  States,  Policy 
Research  Institute  for  the  Region,  Princeton  University,  Princeton,  NJ  (Apr.  2006), 

Speaker,  Youth  Voter  Mobilisation  and  Civic  Engagement.  American  Democracy  Institute, 
Philadelphia,  PA  (Feb,  2006), 
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SELECTED  MEDIA  APPEARANCES  _ _ 

Gemmandenu^:  A  New  Documentary  Film,  Green  Film  Company  (2010). 


f  'oler  Fraud (  lleeu  [  it  jj  Threaten  Flee  lion  Integrity,  Fox  News  I  Oct.  201 4). 

St i  Whtis  Are  I  bier  ID  Fven  For?,.  All  In  Willi  Chris  Hayes,  MSNBC  (Aug.  20141. 
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